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In the Matter ofProposed Changes to the Commission 's Rules Regarding Human Exposure to
Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields, ET Docket No. 03-137

PROCESS FOR COMPLIANCE DETERMINATIONS

• Key Objective of Proceeding-"Revise and harmonize the criteria for determining
whether transmitters used in a number of services are subject to routine evaluation for
compliance with the RF exposure limits or are categorically excluded from such
evaluation procedures."

• With Adoption of New Rules for Evaluating RF Compliance of Transmitters, Public
Interest Served by FCC Clearly Restating Sources of Authority To Do So.

~ Some zoning ordinances/proceedings place burden on FCC licensee to demonstrate,
through detailed technical and factual showing, that new transmitter construction will
be compliant with FCC RF rules. [Examples attached].

~ Local officials make binding determinations of initial/on-going compliance with
FCC's RF Rules.

~ New rules likely to prompt new/modified ordinances.

• Restate/clarify, that local government with concerns about licensee compliance must
raise those matters with the FCC.

~ Communications Act ---Sections 301 (exclusive jurisdiction over regulating
"transmission and reception" of radio signals both interstate and intrastate); 303
(general powers over spectrum management, operations and licensed use); 308 & 309
(licensing); 332(c)(7) (enact and enforce RF emission rules).

~ 47 C.F.R. §1.1307(b) - (e)--- All spectrum licensees must comply with RF rules as
condition of authorization.

~ Cellular Phone Task Force v. FCC, 205 F.3d 82 (2d Cir. 2000), cert. denied, 531
U.S. 1070 (2001).---RF Rules upheld and FCC alone authorized to determine licensee
compliance.

~ Local Official's Guide to RF---Not legally binding, but unambiguous that local
officials must bring concerns about licensee compliance with FCC's RF rules to FCC.

• FCC Licensees Presumed Compliant, But Several Ways For Interested Parties to Raise
Compliance Concerns With FCC.

~ If concern with existing transmitter, petition FCC to require that licensee perform
environmental assessment. § 1.1307(c) - (d).

~ File informal or formal complaint with FCC. Burden on complainant to provide facts
under oath/supported legal arguments establishing primajacie violation.



~ FCC may, on its own motion, perfonn fact-finding under 308(b)(7), or institute
proceedings for administrative sanctions under 312 of the Act. Burden of proceeding
and proof on FCC.
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1. Requirements for All Applications. In addition to the requirements In Section 20.60.030, the
following information shall be 6ubmitted as part of the appticatioh for all WCFs and other antenna
support structures SUbject to this chapter.

a. If the app&cant Is not the landowner, the Iandowner(s) shall be considered co-appficant(s) and
shall sign the application. If any appficant is a corporation, trust, association, or other organized
group or legal entity, it shall provide the date of such creation, and, If a foreign corporation, a
copy of the certificate of authority filed with the state of Washington, Secretary of State's Office.

b. An affidavit signed by the appUcant, landowner (co-applicant), and the antenna support
structure owners, if dIfferent, Indicating that:

I. They agree to dismantle and remove the WeE/antenna support structure and restore the site to
its approximate original condition within one hundred and eighty days following receipt of a letter
from the county indicting that the facility is deemed abandoned or in violation of this chapter,
consistent with Section 20.33.110; and,

Ii. In the case of freestanding WCEs/antenna support structures, they consent to co-location, at
reasonable terms, of as many antennas and related equipment as feasible, including those of
other communication providers, on the applicant's structure/site.

c. Except for a co~ocatfon proposal, evidence justifying the need for a WCF/antenna support
structure in the proposed location, consistent with Section 20.33.080, and at the proposed height.
this shall Include, at minimum, a detailed description of the methodology used to reach the
height and locational decisions.

The appUcant shall subnlt for each WCF/antenna support structure that they own or operate
within two miles ofthe proposed site the exact location, ground elevation, and height of the
antenna support structure and antennas. The appUcant shall also submit a radiated signal
propagation coverage plot for each of these existing facilities. The county may require additional
information as necessary for a third party reviewer to verify the need for the proposed facilities,
as provided for in Section 20.33.060.

d. Documentation that the WCE/facility, including any back-up power generators, will not cause
nols8 or pollution exceeding the limits established by state law.

e.lfthe appficant is also the WCE prOVider, proof that the applicant is Hcensed by the ECC, or not
"reqUired to be licensed.

f. If the appHcant is not the WCF provider, proof of lease agreements with a FCC Dcensed WCF
provider if such provider is required to be licensed by the FCC.

g. Except for a co-location proposal, documentation, certified by a quafifled engineer ficensed in
~e state of Washington, indicating that there are no co-location possibilities as an alternative to
installation of the proposed WCE/antenna support structure. consistent with Section 20.33.070.

h. The applicant shall submit for the proposed faciDty a radiated signal propagation coverage plot,
power density calculations expressed as micro-watts per square centimeter and other technical
documentation, signed by a radio frequency engineer licensed in the state of Washington, as
necessary to demonstrate the proposed facility's compliance with FCC guidelines/standards for
radiofrequency electromagnetic fleld strength. The county may require additional information as
necessary for a third party reviewer to determine comp6ance with the provisions ofthis chapter,
as provided for in Section 20.33.060.

I. Documentation that the antennas and support structure are safe and the surrounding areas will
not be negatively affected by antenna/support structure failure, falling ice, or other debris.

J. The proposed color(s} of the facility Including antennas and exposed conduit
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k. In addition to the information requested on the appUcation, the applicant shall submit the legal
name, address or principal place of business, and phone number of the following:

i. The person to be contacted In the event an emergency involves the WCF/antenna support
structure. (This person should be available on a twenty-four-hour basis and authorized to act on
behalf of the applicant regarding an emergency situation. The applicant sha II be responsible for
keeping such information current); and

it The contact person for each WCF/comrnunication provider that proposes installation of
facilities at the site.

2. Additional Requirements for Freestanding WCFs, Remote Freestanding WCFs, and Other
Freestanding Antenna Support Structures. The following additional information shall be submitted
for freestanding WCFs, remote freestanding WCFs, and other freestanding antenna support
structures.

a. The measured distance between the proposed WCF/antenna support structure and the
nearest residentially zoned property and the nearest property with an existing residence or, In the
case of WCFs or other antenna support structures proposed to be located in rights-of-way, the
location of structures occupied at least three days a week and building sites for such structures
(measured to the minimum setback Une specified in the appGcable zoning district) within the
distance equal to one hundred and ten percent of the proposed WCF/antenna support structure's
height, including antennas. .

b. A statement sIgned by the applicant stating that the WCF/antenna support structure will
comply with all Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regUlations and documentation Indicating
whether the FAA will require attachment of a ftghtlslgnal to the proposed antenna support
structure.

c. A statement signed by the appiicant documenting that the WCF/antenna support structure will
acconmodate the co-locatlon of at least two additional antennas/antenna arrays for future users,
or an explanation of why such design is not feasible for technical or physical reasons (e.g.,
additional antennas may be Inappropriate on a camouflaged WFC). This requirement does not
apply to utiRty poles.

d. A copy of a certified letter sent to all other licensed wireless communication providers serving
the county indicating opportunities to co-locate and all responses to the letter.

e. Documentation that adequate public safety measures will be provided, including anti~limbing
devices.

f. A statement indicating compliance with or exemption from the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and all documents filed under NEPA.

g. If the site proposed to accommodate the proposed WCF/antenna support structure Is not
forested, documentation showing that forested sites within one mile of the proposed site, that
would afford screening of the antenna support structure from rights-of-way and adjacent
properties. are not available or technically feasible.

3. Additional Requirements for Freestanding WCF/Antenna Support Structures. For freestanding
WCFslantenna support structures, the following additional studieslinformation shall be submitted:

a. Balloon testing shall be performed and photographs shall be submitted as follows:

i. A three-foot diameter, brightly colored balloon shall be flown by the appHcant at the proposed
antenna support structure's maximum height and proposed location. The balloon shaD be flown
for at least eight consecutive daylight hours between seven a.m. and seven p.m.

II. Fourteen days in advance of the balloon test, the applicant shall proVide notice of the test to
property owners within the notice radius required for the permit and the public as specified in
section 20.60.020(3) and inform the development service department of the test in writing. The
notice shall include the test date, an alternate date in case of poor visibiHty or strong winds on the
initial date, the time period when the test will be conducted, and the location.

iii. The applicant shall submit photographs of the balloon and site taken from the following
perspectives: at the property line, at approximately one-half mile from the proposed antenna
support structure site, and approximately one mile from the site; all beginning at apprOXimately
true north and continuing clock-wise at apprOXimately forty-five degree Intervals. The
development services department may waive this requirement where access is not possible,
where there are no residences or pubfic roads at the specified vantage points, and for sites
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Third party review shall be required to confirm compliance with FCC guidelines/standards, as
prOVided for in subsection (2) of this section; to verify the appicant's analysis regarding co­
location, as provided for In Section 20.33.070 and when determined by the county to be
reasonably warranted in order to verify the need for the requested antenna support structure's
height per Section 20.33.080(6)(f).

The county also may hire third party experts, as it deems necessary, to assist with other
determinations to be made in accordance with this chapter as part of the permit review process
and any subsequent project monitoring. third party review may include, but is not timited to, a
review of: (1) the technical accuracy and completeness of submissions; (2) the technical
appicabii1y of analysis techniques and methodologies; (3) the validity of conclusions reached by
the applicant; (4) field testing of radio frequency emissions; andlor (5) addressing other specific
technical Issues as identified by the county or approval authority.

The selection of the third party expert shall be by mutual agreement by the applicant and the
county from a list of quaUfied consultants provided by the county. The cost of the third party
review, testing, inspection and monitoring required by the county, consistent with the provisions
of this chapter, shall be bome by the applicant or current permittee. Based on the results of the
third party review, the county may require changes to the applicant's submittal or require
remedial action.

1. Consultant Qua~fications.

a. Consultants hired to conduct third party review shall have an appropriate combination of
training, experience, and/or certification in one of the following fields:
telecorrvnunications/radiofrequency engineering; assessment of electromagnetic fields (e.g., a
registered electrical engineer accredited by the state ofWashington who holds a Federal
Communications General Radio Telephone Operator License); structural engineering; and, if
determined by the county to be necessary, other fields.

b. Consultants performing thlrd party review in accordance with the provisions of this chapter
shan work under the direction of the development services department Copies of the consultant's
report shall be made available to the applicant and the pubUc not less than thirty days prior to any
administrative decision or a pubfic hearing before the hearing examiner regarding the proposal,
as applicable. The appficant and the pubIc shall be given an opportunity to respond to the report
prior to Issuance of a decision regarding the application by the approval authority.

2. Confirming Compliance with FCC Regulations.

a. Proposed WCFs, radio, and television antennas, transmitters, receivers, and repeaters shall
be tested by a third party as described In this subsection (2) to conflnn compliance with all
appUcable FCC regulationslguidetines regarding raello frequency electromagnetic field exposure
if:

i. Analysis performed by the appUcant's qualified en~lneer indicates that existing and proposed
facilities at the subject site are expected, when operating at full power, to produce radio
frequency emissions exceeding five percent of the amount allowed per FCC radio frequency
electromagnetic field exposure gUidelines (47 C.F.R. Subsection 1.1307(b) and as hereafter
amended); or

ii. The faciUti~ are not categorically exempt, per FCC requirements (47 C.F.R., Subsection
1.1301 and as hereafter amended), from submission of an environmental assessment to the
FCC; or

iiI. The facirrtles are proposed to be located within one hundred feet of a structure occupied at
least three days a week.
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b. The third party reviewer shall submit a report setting forth the foDowing:

i. Measurements of existing/ambient radio frequency radiation (RFR) at the site proposed for a
new facility and at appropriate distances from it;

Ii. An estimate of maximum RFR from the proposed facility plus existing/ambient RFR;

iii. Existing/ambient RFR plus estimated maximum RFR from the proposed facility, plus the
estimate of maximum RFR from the addition of co-Iocated facilities, if any; and

iv. Certification by a radio frequency engineer, stating that the RFR measurements are accurate
and that measured and estimated RFR meet FCC gUidelines/standards.

c. WIthin thirty days of becoming fully operational, any facility requiring testing under subsection
(2)(a) of this section. shall be tested by the county or a third party reviewer, at the permittee's
expense, to obtain Initial field measurements of radio frequency emissions with all of the
antennas at the site operating at full power. Failure to facilitate such testing shall be grounds for
revoking the special use permit. A report shall be submitted to the county documenting the
cumulative field measurements of radio frequency emissions and comparing the results with
applicable FCC guideNneslstandards.

d. The county or tlUrd party shall perform tests, at the permittee's expense, and submit a report to
the development services department consistent with subsections (2)(b) and (c) of this section for
any modification of an existing facility for which testing i$ reqUired under SUbsection 20.33.060(2)
(a) that would Increase its radio frequency emissions, Including the activation of any additional
channels. The permittee shallinfotm the developmentservices department of such proposed
modification or change in use of the faciDty at least five working days before It becomes
operational.

e. If at any time radio frequency emission tests show that the facility exceeds any FCC standards
or guidelnes, the county shall notify the ftcensed carrieres), the FCC, and surrounding property
owners within five hundred feet. The county shall revoke the special use permit for the subject
facilities upon notJlIcation from the FCC that the faci&tles are out of compliance with FCC
guidelines/standards. (Ord. 13058 § 2 (part), 2003)

1 http://www.ordlink.com/codes/thurston/_DATA/TITLE20/Chaptef_20_33_WlRELESS_C... l1/3/2004
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approved for clusters of antenna support structures, provided that the proposed antenna support
structure does not exceed the height of existing antenna support structures by more than fifteen
feet.

iv. Computer simulations may be submitted to supplement, but not replace, the photographs
required above.

b. If applicable, the method and color of required fencing and the method of camouflage and
illumInation. (Ord. 13058 § 2 (part), 2003)
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Spotsylvania County, Virginia

Conformance to Telecommunications Facility Placement Policy

1. The Board of Supervisors is mindful of the County's investment in 800 MHZ radio
technology to provide for County-wide dispatch of fire, rescue and law enforcement
personnel to protect and to serve our citizens. All proposals for the installation of
telecommunications facilities shall acknowledge the critical role of the County's radio
system and shall warrant that no interference with the County's radio system shall
result from such installation. All new towers, monopoles, or like structures hereafter
constructed in the County shall include, at no cost to the County, space, as the
County may require, for installation by the County of components for its
communications system(s) (including both tower space and sheltered equipment
space on the ground).

2. The County is particularly mindful of the uniqueness of its historic resources.
Every effort shall be made to minimize adverse impacts on such resources in the
siting of telecommunications facilities. All proposals for the erection of new
monopoles, towers or like structures or for the co-location of telecommunications
antennae and/or equipment on existing structures which will be visible from highway
corridor overlay districts and historic overlay district shall demonstrate that no
feasible alternative exists to the location proposed which would not be visible from
such districts.

3. Wherever possible, telecommunications facilities shall be located on existing
structures including, but no limited to, existing utility structures, water towers,
antenna towers, monopoles, etc. In all cases where the erection of a new tower,
monopole or other structure is proposed, strict proof satisfactory to the County shall
be required from the applicant to demonstrate that co-location on an existing
structure is technologically infeasible.

4. In order to effectively promote beneficial co-location, the Planning Department
shall maintain an inventory of structures in the County that are suitable for such
purposes. In all cases where the erection of a new tower, monopole, or other
structure is proposed, the applicant shall be required to satisfactorily demonstrate
that it has studied and exhausted all possibilities for co-location, whether or not the
apparent potential co-Iocation(s) are shown on the County's inventory.

5. In order to effectively minimize visual clutter and promote beneficial collocation
and efficient, cost-effective use of County facilities, co-location on County structures
shall be promoted in all cases. Where a County structure is present but lacks
sufficient height to accommodate the proposed antennae and related equipment,
proposals for the heightening or replacement of such structure with a single structure
to serve both the County's purpose (at no cost to the County) and the
telecommunications purposes shall be preferred. All proposals for the replacement
or enhancement of an existing County structure shall include a detailed summary of
the proposed structure's capacity and market potential to provide space for co­
location by others, including proposed rents for antenna space on the structure,
scaled according to height.



6. In order to effectively minimize visual clutter and promote beneficial collocation
and efficient, cost-effective use of existing non-County structures, collocation on
non-County structures shall be promoted in all cases where no usable County
structure is available. In all cases where co-location on a non- County structure or
the erection of a new tower, monopole, or other structure is proposed, the applicant
shall be required to demonstrate that it has studied and exhausted all possibilities for
co-location on existing County structures, whether or not the apparent potential co­
location(s) are shown on the County's inventory. In all cases where co-location on a
non-County structure is proposed, in the vicinity of public property which might
accommodate the erection of a monopole, tower, or similar structure, the applicant
shall provide a locational analysis comparing the proposed co-location with such a
structure.

7. In order to effectively minimize visual clutter and promote beneficial collocation
and efficient, cost-effective use of County resources, all proposals for
the construction of a new monopole, tower, or similar structure shall include a
detailed analysis of the market justification for the addition of such structure. All such
proposals shall also include a detailed summary of the proposed structure's capacity
and market potential to provide space for co-location by others, including proposed
rents for antenna space on the structure, scaled according to height. All such
proposals shall include a locational analysis detailing the relationship of the
proposed site to the County's inventory of structures and potential sites and fully
explaining the applicant's rationale for the selection of the proposed site. Preference
shall be given to proposals to lease County property for the development of such
structures.

8. Every effort should be made to minimize visual clutter and to ensure that
telecommunications facilities are as unobtrusive and harmonious with the community
as the technology permits. In order to be fairly and thoroughly evaluated, all
proposals for the development and installation of telecommunications facilities and
equipment must include a visual impact study including a graphic or photographic
rendering accurately depicting the finished appearance of the proposed installation,
including its juxtaposition with neighboring buildings.

9. Consistent with the County's desire to limit the proliferation of new monopoles,
towers, and like structures, any such structures which are approved for development
shall be sized so as to maximize the potential for future co-location. At a minimum,
proposals for new lattice-type towers and similar structures should include a detailed
explanation of the structure design and loading sufficient to demonstrate the capacity
of the proposed structure to support at least 3 additional fully sectorized cellular co­
locators (in addition to reserving load capacity for possible future installation of
equipment by the County pursuant to paragraph 1 of this Policy). At a minimum,
proposals for new monopoles should include a detailed explanation of the structure
design and loading sufficient to demonstrate the capacity of the proposed structure
to support at least 2 additional fully sectorized cellular co-locators (in addition to
reserving load capacity for possible future installation of equipment by the County
pursuant to paragraphs 1 of this Policy).



10. To ensure the safety of County residents, and particularly children, all proposals
for the siting of telecommunications facilities, regardless of whether the erection of a
new structure is involved, shall address the issue of safety and security of both the
structure and any equipment cabinet or shelter, whether existing or proposed to be
installed, on the ground.

11. Every effort shall be made to make each telecommunications installation as
aesthetically pleasing as possible. All proposals for the installation of
telecommunications antennae and should include a detailed justification
demonstrating that the proposed installation includes the least obtrusive antennae,
etc. available that will perform in accordance with the engineering parameters of the
proposer. All structures shall be designed to maximize their harmony of color, form,
etc., so far as possible, with existing features of the site. Antennae and other
equipment installed on each site shall be painted to match the approved tower or
structure to which they are affixed and shall otherwise be in harmony with the tower
or structure.

12. Wherever they may be visible from a property line or public right-of-way, tower or
monopole bases, related equipment shelters and security fencing shall be screened
from view by vegetative screening as prescribed by the Director of Planning.

13. New monopoles, towers and like structures and installations upon existing
structures shall be designed not to exceed an overall height of 199 feet, in order to
avoid, wherever possible, the necessity of lighting as required by Federal
regulations.

14. If requested by the Director of Planning, the information required in this policy
shall be certified by a professional engineer acceptable to the Director of Planning.

15. At a minimum, the set-back or buffer area surrounding any tower, monopole, or
other structure supporting telecommunications equipment shall be equal to the
height of such tower, monopole, or other structure. This requirement is subject to
waiver or modification (by the Director of Planning in the case of "by-right"
development) where such structures are proposed to be erected adjacent to public
facilities and/or on public property, or as part of an "antenna farm" or clustering of
similar structures.

16. Any and all of the standards set forth in this policy are subject to waiver or
modification by the Board of Supervisors in the context of any individual Special
Permit application relating to the development of telecommunications facilities.

17. Upon installation and testing of telecommunications antenna(e) and/or related
equipment on a new or existing structure or site, the operator thereof shall provide to
the Director of Planning a statement from a licensed engineer certifying that NIER



(nonionizing electromagnetic radiation) emitted from the tower does not result in a
ground level exposure at any publicly-accessible point on the ground that exceeds
the maximum exposure permitted by the Federal Communications Commission.

18. Advertising or signage other than warning, equipment information or emergency
notification signs on any portion of a tower, monopole, equipment shed, or related
facilities shall be prohibited. An emergency notification sign, no greater than six
square feet in area, visible from ground level, shall be provided for each site to
clearly identify the name(s) of the owner(s) and operator(s) of the tower and the
related equipment, and a contact telephone number and address for each. Such
emergency notification sign shall be installed at a location acceptable to the Director
of Planning.
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Medina, Washington

Medina Municipal Cod~ '~-------------------- 17.90.050

wireless facility on pUblic land shall be the
avoidance of facilities on or near residen­
tial properties.

City Attorney and Staff Comments: This
section is designed to make it clear that in­
come is not even a consideration for ap­
proving or denying an application and that
the primary reason for allowing public
lands to be used is to avoid the placement
on residential properties. Since very litt/e is
known about rates charged throughout the
country, a survey may be quite useful.

4. CONCEALMENT TECHNOLOGY

4.1 Definition. ·Concealment Technolo­
gy" is defined as the use of both existing
and future technology through which a
wireless communications facility is de­
signed to resemble an object other than a
wireless communications facility, which is
already present in the natural environment,
such as a tree. Examples of available ex­
isting technology include wireless facilities
which are designed to closely resemble
trees, street lights, telephone poles and
similar objects. Existing technology also in­
cludes the use of small ·panelu type anten­
nas concealed behind fiberglass panels.
Examples of concealment technology may
be found in existing facilities in Medina at
the Bellevue Christian School and in pro­
posed facilities to be located in the Town of
Clyde Hill by Sprint Spectrum, L.P. Addi·
tionaI concealment technology is available
which allows installations to blend into their
environment, including the use of existing
or new vegetation to screen the facilities
from observation from roadways and resi­
dences.

4.2 Concealment Technology for
Equipment Shelters. All shelters for as­
sociated equipment needed for the opera­
tion of a proposed facility shall be located
within an existing non-residential building
or underground. Underground shelters
shall not extend more than five inches (5")
above the existing surface and shall be
completely and immediately screened by
approved vegetation. Underground shel­
ters shall not be allowed where their pres­
ence would Interfere with existing uses of
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public land, such as in established walking
trails in City parks.

4.3 Advances In Technology. All appli,
cants must agree to apply any readily
available and applicable advances in tech­
nology to all eXisting facilities. For exam·
pie, if technology becomes available to re­
duce or eliminate equipment noise from
underground shelters, all facilities which
have underground shelters shall put the
new technology into effect within three (3)
months.

City Attorney and Staff Comments: "Con­
cealment Technology· is another term for
what is commonly referred to as ·Stealth
Technology". Technology is readily avail­
able, especially at the maximum heights
allowed under our zoning regulations,
which will make wireless communications
facilities difficult for any but the most so­
phisticated observers to Identify. Signifi­
cant evidence has been presented before
the Planning Commission that wireless fa­
cilities which are easily recognized as such
have a substantial negative impact on the
property values of all residences in their
immediate vicinity. Evidence also exists
that antennas that are not readily recogniz­
able as antennas have less negative effect
on property values. These include the two
existing cellular facilities in Medina, one of
which is concealed as part of the structure
of the Bellevue Christian School and the
other one of which is hidden from view.

5. TESTING AND TESTING PROTOCOL

5.1 Testing Required. All existing and fu­
ture wireless communications facilities
shall be tested, not less frequently than an­
nually, to determine if the facilities are in '
compliance with all applicable federal,
state and local regulations. Facilities that
are In existence at the time these policies
are adopted shall be tested within three (3)
months after the testing procedures or pro­
tocols have been adopted as herein provid­
ed. All such testing shall be under City di­
rection and control, at the expense of the
applicant.
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5.2 Testing Procedures or Protocols.
The City Manager is directed to obtain in­
formation on testing procedures or proto­
cols and to submit his recommendation for
adoption of a specific procedure or proto­
col. The City Manager's recommendation
shall be based upon the availability and ef­
ficiency ofthe various procedures and pro­
tocols that he becomes aware of.

5.3 Regulations. All existing and future
wireless communications facilities must

/ comply with all regulations imposed by
federal law or FCC regulations. In addition,
all wireless communications facilities must
comply with any state or local laws or reg­
Ulations now or hereafter adopted.

5.4 Cooperation. Existing and future
wireless service providers shall cooperate
with the City in performing the testing re­
quired by this policy.

City Attorney and Siaff Comments: At the
present time, the FCC does not measure
any radio emissions. They do not even re­
quire actual field measurements. Their ap­
proval of a facility is based on projections
or computer generated estimates ofthe na­
ture and strength of transmissions. There
are a number of existing protocols de­
scribed in the literature. The most contro­
versial Is "Cobb's Protocol". The Cobb's
Protocol does appear to be more extensive
than required as it seeks to measure all ra­
dio frequency transmissions both before
and after installation of a facility. A more
reasonable testing procedure might be lim­
ited to measurement of transmissions at
the frequency expected to be generated by
the proposed facility. It is anticipated that
measurements should be taken both be­
fore and after installation of the facility. The
policies give discretion to the City Manager
to establish appropriate test procedures
and to make appropriate changes, from
time to time, based upon advice from city
consultants, the industry, the Planning
Commission or the City Council. It is antic­
ipated that the City will hire a consultant to
make recommendations on testing proce­
dures and to do the testing.

17-50

6. CO-LOCATION

6.1 Co-Location on Public Lands. Co­
location on public lands is encouraged.

6.2 Co-Location on Private Lands. Co­
location on private lands is encouraged.

City Attorney and Staff Comments: Co-lo­
cation is generally encouraged. As the
Planning Commission (hearing examiner)
has indicated its willingness to consider all
applications, even "minor" applications,
the review process has not been changed
for co-located facilities. The requirement
for the use of concealment technology
may eliminate the possibility of co-location
in the immediate future. Hopefully, future
technology will make co-location possible.

7. DURATION OF PERMITS FOR
WiRELESS COMMUNICATIONS

FACILITIES

7.1 Length. The duration of a permit for a
wireless facility shall be established by the
hearing examiner at the time that an appli­
cation is approved. The length that a per­
mit shall remain in effect shall be not less
than one (1) year and not more than five
(5) years after the facility has been con­
structed and put into actual use.

7.2 Considerations Governing Length.
In establishing the length of a permit, the
hearing examiner may consider all infor­
mation on this subject provided by the
wireless communication provider and all
others. The hearing examiner may also re­
quire any Independent analysis that is
deems necessary.

City Attorney and Staff Comments: The
duration of wireless permits is a fairly com­
plex issue. Under Medina ordinances prior
to 1996, all special use permits are good
for an indefinite period of time. Under the
1996 ordinance governing wireless facili­
ties, the duration was set at five (5) years
with an indication that any request for re­
newal would have to demonstrate use of
currently available technology. As written,
Policy 7.1 would allow the planning com­
mission (hearing examiner) to award per-
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1. A diagram or map showing the viewshed
of the proposed facility;

2. Photo simulations of the proposed facility
from affected residential properties and public
rights-of-way at varying distances;

3. A map showing the service area of the
proposed WCF and an explanation of the need for
that facility;

4. A map showing the locations and service
areas of other WCF sites operated by the applicant
and those that are proposed by the applicant which
are close enough to impact service within the city;

5. A site/landscaping plan showing the spe­
cific placement ofthe WCF on the site; showing the
location ofexisting structures, trees, and other sig­
nificant site features; and indicating type and loca­
tions of plant materials used to screen WCF com­
ponents and the proposed color(s) for the WCF;

6. A signed statement indicating:
a. The applicant agrees to allow for the

potential co-location ofadditional WCF equipment
by other providers on the applicant's structure or
within the same site location; and

b. That the applicant agrees to remove the
facility within 90 days after that site's use is dis­
continued;

7. A lease agreement with the landholder
that:

a. Allows the landholder to enter into
leases with other providers; and

b. Specifies that if the provider fails to
remove the facility upon 90 days of its discontin­
ued use, the responsibility for removal falls upon
the landholder.

B. Approval of a WCF will occur through the
conditional/special use permit process as specified
in Chapter 17.56 MMC.

C. The permit fee for each new or renewal per­
mit for each site shall be $5,000 plus all consulting
costs as described in MMC 17.44.020. Ifmore than
one installation is sought to be approved under a
single permit, a full permit fee shall be paid for each
installation; provided, that if the facility is exempt
from FCC regulation and if the city manager fmds
that each separate facility is insignificant in terms
ofaesthetic impact upon the surrounding neighbor­
hood, the city manager may, in his or her sole dis­
cretion, reduce the permit fees to be charged. Such
reduction may only be made after public hearing on
the permit. (Ord. 623 § 5, 1997; Ord. 609 § 7, 1996)

17.90.100 Requirement to demonstrate need.
All applications shall be accompanied with ade­

quate information to demonstrate compliance with
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the requirements of Medina wireless communica­
tions facilities policy number 8 (see MMC
17.90.050). (Ord. 623 § 12, 1997)

17.90.110 Application form - Information to
be provided.

All applications shall be submitted on a form to
be developed under the supervision and control of
the city manager. All such applications, in order to
be deemed complete, shall answer all enquiries
contained in the application form and shall be
accompanied by materials described within the
application form. At a minimum, the application
form shall require the following information:

A. A complete description of the proposed
facility;

B. Coverage maps in a form acceptable to the
city;

C. Location map of all sites currently operated
by the provider in a five-mile radius ofthe proposed
site, together with all sites for which the applicant
holds the development rights, including but not
limited to a binding commitment or option to lease
a site. For each such site, the targeted area and ca­
pabilities ofthe sites shall be adequately described;

D. All such additional information as the city
manager may, from time to time, request through
modifications ofthe application form;

E. All such additional information as the hear­
ing examiner may identify, from time to time, as
being relevant to the permitting process. (Ord. 710
§ 1,2001; Ord. 623 § 14, 1997)

17.90.120 Radlo frequency standards.
A. The applicant shall comply with federal stan­

dards for radio frequency emissions. Within six
months after the issuance of its operational permit,
the applicant shall submit a project implementation
report which provides cumulative field measure­
ments of radio frequency emissions of all antennas
installed at the subject site and compares the results
with established federal standards. Said report shall
be subject to review and approval of the city for
consistency with federal standards. Ifon review the
city finds that the WCF does not meet federal stan­
dards, the city may revoke or modify this special
use permit.

B. The applicant shall ensure that the WCF will
not cause interference with the reception of area
television or radio broadcasts. Ifon review the city
finds that the WCF interferes with such reception,
and ifsuch interference is not cured within 60 days,
the city may revoke or modify this special use per­
mit.
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C. At the time of application and at all other
times reqnested by the city, the applicant shall sup­
ply information as to the number ofchannels capa­
ble of being employed at the site, their individual
and combined potential capacities and all other in­
formation requested by the city. (Ord. 623 § 6,
1997; Ord. 609 § 8, 1996)

17.90.130 Technological change and periodic
review.

A. The city recognizes that WCFs and commu­
nication technologies in general are currently sub­
ject to rapid change. Innovations in such things as
switching hardware and software, transmission/re­
ceiving equipment, communications protocols, and
development ofhybrid cable/wireless systems may
result in reducing the impacts of individual facili­
ties and to render specific portions of this chapter
obsolete. Therefore, the city shall review this chap­
ter at least every five years or upon request of the
city council, city manager, or hearing examiner.

B. Atthe time ofreview, the city planner and/or
a qualified communications consultant will pre­
pare a written report to be submitted to the hearing
examiner and city council that assesses this chapter
relative to current trends in the communications
industry, innovations in communications technol­
ogy, permit activity during the previous five years,
and effectiveness in producing WCFs that are com­
patible with the city's residential character.

C. The city planner and/or a qualified commu­
nications consultant shall, ifnecessary, recommend
updates to this chapter that may include, but not be
limited to, the deletion, modification, or addition of
allowed locations; allowed heights; site develop­
ment requirements; administrative review possibil­
ities; or permitting procedures. (Ord. 710 § 1,2001;
Ord 609 § 9, 1996)

17.90.140 Testing.
A. Testing Required All existing and future

wireless communications facilities shall be tested,
not less frequently than annually, to determine if
the facilities are in compliance with all applicable
federal, state and local regulations. Facilities that
are in existence on the effective date of the ordi­
nance codified in this section shall be tested within
three months after the effective date of the ordi­
nance. All testing shall be conducted under the di­
rection and control of the city.

B. Regulations. The city manager shall adopt
specific testing procedures and protocols.

C. Revocation ofPennit. Any existing or future
wireless communications facilities which does not
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comply with all applicable federal, state and local
regulations shall be removed upon failure to bring
the facility into compliance after 30 days' advance
written notice.

D. Cooperation. All existing and future wireless
service providers shall cooperate with the city in
performing the testing required by this chapter.
Cooperation shall include supplying necessary test­
ing equipment which has current certification from
an independent testing laboratory and shall include
operating the equipment at up to full capacity
and/or shutting off the equipment to allow baseline
testing.

E. Baseline Testing. All existing and future
wireless service providers shall cooperate with the
city in establishing baseline measurements of am­
bient radio frequency emissions which are present
without contribution from the facility. To establish
baseline testing, existing wireless service providers
may be required to turn off all of their equipment.
Future wireless service providers shall notify the
city in advance when they are prepared to begin op­
erating their equipment. Future wireless services
providers shall not begin to operate their equipment
until the city has obtained baseline measurements.

F. Costs. All testing shall be at the cost of the
wireless service providers. Failure to pay such costs
shall be an adequate basis for the city to revoke all
special use permits. (Ord. 623 § 11, 1997)

17.90.150 Permit limitations.
A. A special use permit for a WCF shall expire

two years after the effective date of the permit ap­
proval. A permittee wishing to continue the use of
a specific renewal application to continue that use
at least six months prior to its expiration to continue
that use at least six months prior to is expiration. In
ruling on said renewal the hearing examiner shall
apply all regulations in effect at the time ofrenewal
affecting the application.

B. The special use permit shall become null,
void and nonrenewable if the permitted facility is
not constructed and placed into use within one year
ofthe date ofthe hearing examiner's approval; pro­
vided, that the special use permit may be extended
one time for six months if construction has com­
menced before expiration of the initial year upon
payment ofan extension fee of $250.00.

C. The permittee/operator of a WCF shall and
does, upon approval of this special use permit,
agree to indemnify, protect, defend and hold harm­
less the city, its council members, planning com­
mission members, hearing examiner, officers,
employees, agents and representatives from and
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lime to time, communication towers ,hall be subject 10 Ihe provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),

(3) i\pprovlll of proposals for tower c(lnstrllction shall b~ subject to sati~factory

completion of an acronllutical study, The resulting FAA aeronautical study shall
address the following:

(a) What impaet Ihe construction of the tower will have on the Airporl's
current approach minimums based on a minimum descent altitude and
visibility;

(l» What potential impact on the planned improvements will be real izcd ill
accordance with the Airport Master Plan: and

(e) AssuranCE; that the FMFlig/tt Procedurco Braneh has also made a
determination ofwh~et there is an incompatibility with the publisbed
instrument approach procedures.

(4) Applicants shall file a Notice of Pmposed Construclioc or Alteration, FAA Form
#7460-1 (as amended from time to time) with the Federal Aviation
Administration as requited by the FAA or applicable Pcder31law, and forward
copic~ Qfthe form and any FAA respomc received, via first-clQSS mail, postage
pfe-paid, to

(a) St, MAry's County Depnrtment afPlanning Imd Zoning. P,O. Boll 653,
Leonardtown,. MD 20650;

(b) Captain Walter Fl'llneis Duke Regional Airpon at SI, MItry's (mtn:
Airport Manager) 44200 Alrport Road, California, MO, 20619: Qnd

(c) Depnrtment of the Navy, Commanding Officer, Naval Air Station.
22268 Cedar Point Road, Unit NASAO. Pntuxent River, MD 20G7Cl­
1154.

(5) To the extcnt permitted by Inw, no tower or equipment or alllennae nltached
thereto shall eaUse localize<! interference with reception oftelevision Bnd rndio
broadcasts, nor shallllny tower or equipment or anlennae aunehed there\(l
interfere with cllisting IinC!! of'communicalion used for public !llIfety purposes,

(6) Minimum 5ite Si7;l. setbacks, lind buflCrs shall he ident~l to those re<Juircd for
commercial communication towers,

(7) The normal lot setbacks fOT each disttict shallllpply and may be rcduced
pursuallt to Section 61.7, wheTe applicable,

CQmnumicrrtioll 1Ower, C"mmercilli.

a, Gerrerar Standard.!, Commercial communication towers shall meet the generl! standards
and purpo.,e f(lr public sately communications towelS,

b, COT/di/torrar Standards;

(I) The application submitted b)I the APplicant to the Soard ofAppeals f~r a
commercial eommunication lOwer, shall ~atis£aelorily address the requirements
f(lr condjlional use applications a,q defined by the t.01ling ordinance for any
conditional use whatsoever, s.q amended from lime to lime, nnd shall in addition
inchlde {he following:

(n) A system design plan Ihnl shall inelude, at a minimtlnt, mdio frequency
pnrameters. tower height; number and 10Cll1i(ln of Antenn~e on the
lower, all existing or propo5Cd buildings within the "fall zone"; radi(l
frequency output; effective I'lIdiMed power: and azimuth antenna type,
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(b)

(e)

(d)

(c)

(f)

(g)

(ll)

(i)

(j)

(k)

(1)

TMOBILE
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A signal coY'CtageJpropagation map of the area to be !lCTVed hy the
proposed tower. The propagation map .hall show ~ignal intensity in
dBrn (for at 1C8~tthrcc ~ignal intensities), 111e propagation ml\.p sh~11

al!;O ~how ~ior roads and major developments. towns, villages, etc.
The County reserves the right to request Proplllllltion maps for other
sites or height alternativcs.

The .iltnal coverage/propagation map shall show coverage area
aVllilable under existing lowers with ee>-loention opportunitie~,

approved towers nnd anlennaeJequipm~nt installed on other structurcs
(water towers, buildings, etc.).

Evnluntion of the tow~'s relationship to other antenna sites, existing
olf-site structures tall~ than 50 feet, communicaOOIl towers, and w~ter

tanh within a two mile flldiw of \111,1 proposed tower. Verifiable
evidence must~ provided of the lack ofspace Of unsuitnbility ohny
existing tower or structure within that !IClITeh radius.

AdCllailed engineering analysis ofthe PfC>posed new tower, including a.
summary of the proposed tower's capacity to provide space for future
co-10Clltion by others.

Forlernl OJmmunicatiol\S Commission review, evaluation and approval
under the National Environmental Polley Act of 1969, and applicable
Federal OJmmunication Commission regullllions nnd standards through
the Office ofEngineering and Technology as required by federal law.

The s~lfic typC of tOWer to be constructed and the proposed materials
to be used in the construction of the tower,

The design of the proposed tower shall be ~Ied by a liccn!;Cd cngineer
licensed to prllcticc in the State of Maryland.

ldenlifjClluon of all noise. odor nnd other potential nui!l8nce prodUCing
facilities. appurtenances and/or outbuilding.q, or the like. that IHe
lISSQcialed with lhe proposed usc.

IdcntiflQltion of tile maximum number ofnntennae and ce>-Iocation
splices that can !larely be plaCed on the tower. An engineering
statement mu~t be submitted certifYing that the I'toposcd lower can
aceommQda.tc Il minimum ofthree users, however, a minimum oftlvc
i~ preferred. Iftllis is not possible, a justification statement must be
provided thnt is based on structunll, heigh!, radio tTcquency or
engineering llmitaliol\.q.

An elevnlion drawing, depicting the ll;lwcr lU its Ilrollosed heigh!, with
lin pllllncd antcnnaeJcquipmcnt shown.

A visual impact study, Including pholo-!limulations. detTlOnstrnting that
a Ilroposed tower shall not unreasonably interfcre with the view of, Or
from sites ofsigniflClIOt publie intcre~t llUch lIS a llub1ic park, 11 stnte Or
county designated ~cenic road or river, or a structure on the historic
sites SliNey or in Dhistoric district, loc.atcd within two miles of tile
proposed tower site. The Department of PIl\nning and Zoning H"ff
may request, and the Board ofAp[lCIlIS may require the :lppliellOt to
conduct a balloon or cranc test nnd to submit additional phOIO­
simulation~ or a Iinc-of.sigl1t nnnlysis documenting the visual impact
the Jll'oposed tower Illll)l have On surrounding sites. The applicant shall
pro\'ide the County and adjacent property owners with at least a 48­
hour notice afthe te~ (fthe applicant's visual impact anlllysis rclic~

upon an elllsting tree buffer on the subject property (but outside the

Pagr J/.JI
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leB$t area), the applicant, aq a condition of approval, sl1ll1l swure an
casement to preserve/protect that buffer for the dUMltlon ofthe
CQnditionlll usc,

(m) An cnginccnng statement prepared by a licensed professional engineer
c:crtifying that the propo~ed facility will meet or exceed all regul~tory

emiJ;.qinn..q standard$ eS1llblished by die FCC. This stntement shall
identify the predicted exposures fbI !be specific equipment ptopot;cd
along with the 1I110W1lble fedeMlllimit ofexposure. Iffuturc co--Iocation
occurs on the tower, then em issions statements sMlI be provided for
each co-locator.

(n) An engineering statement prep41ed by a licensed profus~ional enl):ineer
describing the contained filII desigo for the tower in the evera ofa
~tructum1 failure, The heility shall be designed to collapse within the
lea.qc arell, unless approval is granted from lhe owner(s) ofthe affected
parcel.

(0) Evidence that at lell$t onc tclceommunications carricr hIlS ~l!Itecd to
locate antennac on the tower.

(p) A plan that describes company plan.., tor new tOWf)rs or antenna
placements within the entire County during the next two years, The
plnn shall include propagation maps (showing atlcast three different
sigMlll intensitic:s in dBm) that depict cxi~ting and proposed sites and
describe the anticipah:d timing fnr proposed sites, Thereafter. eRch
company that own, the lower. or places telecommunicntions equipment
on the tower, must submit an annunl plan that describes the company's
plnns for new lOwers or antenna plllccTll(;nts within the County in the
next two years, For ellch tower owner, this document will also identify
what equipment is placed on eacb lOwer, the height at whieh the
equipment is placed. nnd the owner of the equipment, The plan
described in this section need only be prepared one time during the year
nnd does not need 10 be revised with each IlJ'plication S\lbmilted during
the period ofcoverage.

(q) All fees for the cosl<l ofany tectmical r~iew oftile applictl.tion by an
independent consultant hired by tho County.

The applicant for i\ new comme~jal communieations tower sl1al1 demonStl'ate to
the Board ofAppeals that co-location on exi.qting CQmm.<:rci.l tOWelS, public
safety towers, or other approprilue struetllres is not lCuiblc. F<:llllibility :mall be
demonstrated by an analysis and explnnntion prepared by a licensed profcssional
engineer that identifies why other exl~ing or proposed towers within I two-mile
radius connot be used. The analy~i, mll5t l;V&luate any reasonnble, technically
fensible alternative locatioIL' andlor facilities thnt would provide the propo~ed

communication ~crvicc and provide a structullll antly~is indicating that no
ellisling or proposed tower can be structllrnlly modilied 10 meet the applicant's
needs. Replaccment of an existing npproved towet with a new tower on the
same site shall be an alternative adf;!~sed in the &nnlysis.
The intention ofanalY7.ing the nltemMives analysis is to present alternative
~trntegies lJlat would minimize the number, size, and adverse visunl.
environmentnl, nnd public safety impacts of facilities necess4I)' to provide the
nceded sc:rvice~ to the County, Tho analysis shall address the potential for co"
location at an exisling OT new sHe nnd the potential for locating facilities as close
aq possible to the intended service area. It shall alS(! Cl'plain Ibe ralklnnle for
scl~etion ofthe proposed site in vicw of the relative merits ofnny of the feasible
~ltematives. Physical constraint.' may be considered but will not be
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determinative. Approval oftbe project is subject to thc Board of Appeal8
lTllI1<ing a finding Iht1/: the proJ)O~ site results in fewer or le~s .evere imp~ets

lh~n ~ny f~ible alternative site.
Co-loeation i. not deemed possible ifthc Board ofAppcaJs finds tl1M:

(a) Planned "'Iuipment would e=ed the structurall;;lpaeity of existing and
approved towers or towel'S proposed to be con.,truetcd. considering
cximnS and planned use oflho,c towen, and sue!) towen; Cllrlnot be
feasibly slnlcturolly modified Dr reinforced to ftccommodllre planned nr
equivalent equipment. In the cas~ ofexisting towers owned by dle
applielln~ the appfiCllllt shall hove demonstrated to the BOIIrd ofZoning
Appeals that a new (replacement) tower cannot be constrllclcd Oll the
oxisting lIpproved site tn :mtisi)o its new requirement!!.

(b) Planned "'IuipTIJE!ntwill cause interference with other existing Or
planned equipmenl fot the tower. and the ilttcrtel:ence cannot be
prevented.

(e) Existing, approved towers. Of towers proposed to be construetcd do not
have 'paec on whieh to place planned equipment so it ean function
effectively; or

(d) 5xisting, approved towers, or towers proposed to be constructed, will
not provide rea~onable signal CQVel'age that is appropriate for St.
Mary's County (·.89 tlbm) (demonstrated through propagation mllps
showinf!; Signlll coverage).

The tower shall be col\strueted ~ij as to provide adequate capacity fnr future co·
location of othcr commercial and/or govemment-opcrnted antennae, unless the
nppHcanl demonstrate. why such design is not physically (ea~ible. TIle system
design plan shall delineate are.s neu the blIse of the tower to be usC(! for the
placement ofadditional "'Iuipment buildings fOt other u.=.

No signals, lights or illumination aball be permitted on t!)ll tower unless required
by the Feder-\! Communicatiol\!i Commi!l.~ion. the Federn! Aviation
Aclministrntion, or~ County.

No commercial advutising or other signase shall be permitted on the lower.

All oMolete or unu~ (.cilinC.l, including buildings, towers, llnd all DIller
impt'ovements associated with the tower, shall automatically be deemed
ahandnncd upon 24 months of continuou.~cc."-'llItion ofoperotions IlIld shall be
removC(! at sucl1 time without cost to the County. The lIppJic:ant ,hall provide a
bond, letter oC cred it, Dr other avrropriatc stlf(ly at time ofapprovalll$ approved
by the County to cover the eost fOf demolition of the facility and .ite testoroHon.

Towers shall be constructed nt the minimum height r"'luired to oblain rcasonahle
signal coverage thllt is o.ppropriatc for St. Mary's County (-89 db). Towel'
el'ceeding 3 height of 199 feet above existing grade shnll teCiuire detailed
engineeringjustific:alion, doeumenting the basis for determining that a Ullicr
structure is ~uired. Towers exceeding 199 feet above existing grade moy also
be justified by demonstraling thot the existence o(prcviously approved lower(s)
in the vicinity oftho proposed site serves to mitigate visual impacts, or thaI a
single (tnller) lower will reduce adverse viS1~1 impllct by replacing multir>lo
existing towers.

The sile shall be largc cnough to aceommodalC the lower and all related
sU'uclures, equipment and appunena"~ (whether above Dr belnw ground), ~nd
ofa siu: sufficient tD meet HelIlth Departtnent standard~ ifw;lter and sanil11l)'
faeilities life proVided. The site plan shAll depict the tower site, tJle location of

page jf-,l~



11/02/2004 15:40 2402548510 TMOBILE

St. Mary's C01J11ly Comprehensive Zanl",!; 01'diNJf1CI1
Antele S. REGULATION OF USES

PAGE 05/05

~II structures, equipment and appunenanccs to be installed with the: towcr
(whether located nbove Or below ground), all el(istiftg tm buffers on the: subject
property, ~11 adjoining properties; means of ingress/ogress: ~nd all reqUired
setback lines.

(10) [n addition to any setbacks otherwise required by the ZOllillg Ordinance, toWCI'S
shall require a setb~ck distance of 100 percent of tho height ofthe tower from
nny residence, historic site, building or othcr stnu;tuTe not associated with the
tower site, If the setback is to be on an adjoining property, a notarized statement
of agreement or IIIl casement must be obtained from the ad~ining property
owner. If the commUftic:ltlons tower is propostd along a state nr o,unl)' scenic
roadway, then a setback: from the road of 300 pCrcent ofthe height of the tower
and additional Jand~ping. or additional screening may be reqlli~ by the
Soard ofAppeals.

(11) The tower ellclosure shall be buffcred from adjoining properties with at least
two rows of filst growing evergreen species s\lch as red cedllt or Lqdand
cypress. The County rcscrvc.q the right to require a di(ferent vegetated buffcr as
part ofilie conditianal usc approval.

(12) No commercial communication tower sll,u1 be constructed wllllin the Critical
/\~llS us shown on thc Official ~ning Maps.

(\3) The County shall have the ril!:ht oftirst rerusal to lIny available collOCatiOn space
on a tower at no cost to the County; provided. lIowever. that the County ~hall he
responsible for mainlllining ilq own equipment.

(14) Contact information shall be prominently displayed on the fcnce enclosing each
facility. Thi~ infortnlltion shall be CUtrent and shall idcnti(y tho company nnme.
n:sponsible individual. llIld phone number for the contact person.

Frf!lghl Tcrmilltll.

il. General SraMa>'ds. (reserved).

b, Limiter! Standard.. Pacility shall provide sufficient queuing spIK:C for anticipated volume
avcr the peak onc MilT period (based Oft IIIn lInalysis ofthc anticipated tmllic volume
submitted by the applicant).

PtlSscnger TermiJraL

a. General Standards;

(1) Silt: J,w\(ing and circulatiOn layout shall provi(!e sufficient queuing space {ar
anticipmd volume over the peak onc hOllr period (based on lin analysis ofthe
anticipated traffic volume submitted by the appli~nt);

(2) Security lighting <lights. including lighting for signs shall no( shine directly onto
an adjacent property or produee glare) 'hall be provided; lind

(3) A covcred droJM1ft7pick uplwniting lll'ea shall be provided at printlllY entram:c.

b. LimitedSlandcrds. Accessory garages fur mulinQ vehicle maintenance shall be
prohil:liled.

R~g;onal Flood tlIld Storm W"Ur Mrll1lfgemel1r Facility.

a. GenerCl{ Standard.;
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42
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90.

91.

(I) In the Critical Arens, regional flnod and storm water management facilities m.1Y
be permit1ed ill the RCA ifthcy SBfYe only development in th.t zonc.


